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Abstract 
Solidary and social economy – a component of the present market economy – originates mostly in Adam Smith’s thoughts on the 
social labour division. In fact, while in activity, every individual is useful, in a way or other, to the others. This type of economy 
took shape mainly in the last decades of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, under the influence – among 
others – of Leon Burgeois and Charles Gide. In the last decades, along with the increasing “market dictatorship” and, 
consequently, with labour exclusion and benefits to many individuals, the solidary and social economy has gained ground. The 
outcome is positive in relation to both “right” policies and “left” policies. In general, people have expectations. How do all these 
orientations and prospects take shape? This is the topic of my paper. 
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1. Introduction 
Although economically, socially, politically and culturally, the 19th century “extends” up to 1914, when World 
War I begins, this century  ends calendrically in 1900, when the 20th century begins. That is why at the end of 1899 
and the beginning of 1900, the civilized world prepared to celebrate. Some eight decades later, the Italian film 
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industry, through the great film director Bernardo Bertolucci, produces the famous “1900” (in 1977), a dramatic, 
touching film on the perpetuation and development of past evil – such as intolerance, obscurantism, cupidity, 
perjury, lie, social crime, dictatorship – in the new century. In this film, Robert de Niro, Gérrard Depardieu and 
Donald Sutherland played their part excellently. I watched this film in Leipzig (former GDR), in March 1978, andI 
was profoundly impressed, arousing feelings of uncertainty, discomfort … But then, the relatively serene world of 
1900, that la belle époque, people had – as always – ideals, hopes, dreams without anticipating the earthquakes to 
come. They never thought that the fulfilment of their aspirations in the years to come would be a lot below 
expectations, modest as they were. 
Again in 1900, in Paris (then and now, the City of Light), of which my family and myself dreamed, a great 
Universal Exhibition was organized. That event – through the items and deeds presented – marked apparently, if not 
profoundly, the balance sheet of tens and tens of years of technical-scientific progress in the world, opening towards 
new horizons. In his speech opening the Universal Exhibition, A. Millerand, then the French Minister of Trade and 
later President of the Republic said: “Science provides the people with the secret of the material and moral greatness 
of the societies: in one word, “Solidarity”. Opposed to war. Another way of thinking. What had to be said had been 
said. “Solidarity”. Throughout centuries, this idea was barely observed and often and deceitfully presented on a 
rather ideological basis; “Solidarity”, rather “Economic solidarity”, was considered highly important for the more 
than presumptive progress of mankind. But what was, what is Solidarity? Thus, how can the economic concept be 
revealed? What was and is its evolution? What were and are some essential moments of this evolution? We try to 
answer these questions in our paper. 
1. Confiding in the greatest masters of the economic thought, Charles Gide and Charles Rist reveal in their 
remarkable History of Economic Doctrines from Physiocrats to Present, published in the early 20th century 
(remarkably translated into Romanian by George Alexianu, lawyer and economist), that the word “solidarity” 
originates in solidum, denoting “an obligation of debtors when each of them was responsible for all. Solidume 
evolved to “solidity”, a term used in French law, mostly after 1870, to reflect unity links. From that, it evolved to 
“solidarity”, a term used in the above sense by the authors of the French Civil Code. That meaning has not changed 
so far: all the people form a whole, so that members of the same body should work consistently and help each other. 
“Solidarity is a word ending many official speeches, social conferences, “appeals to come out on strike and loose 
purse-strings”. “Solidarity” has become a title of chapters in moral and pedagogical treatises and now in treatises of 
the history of economic thought, of political economy as well; many of them contain chapters dealing with 
“solidarists”… In antiquity itself, according to Gide and Rist, St. Paul and Marcus Aurelius, to say nothing of 
Menenius Agrippa, referred to solidarity in the above sense, which proves a two-thousand-year use, mobilizing 
people, and raising their confidence in community support – a mutual one – and hope when subjects were down. 
Also, Gide and Rist write that “Solidarity asserted itself not only in philosophy and dogma; it was achieved in 
fact, consecrated by laws, by religion, by morals, even more rigorously than today”. For example, I recall, in 
criminal and common law, the collective responsibility for a crime of all members of a family, of which (we could 
say) the Corsican vendetta and many Mafia contracts have survived. Being directly linked to economy, “the labour 
division itself is a form of solidarity”. In this respect, it is imperative that people should count on each other to fulfil 
their needs. Economic thought of ancient Greece had revealed it long before the labour division was remarkably 
analysed by Adam Smith from the solidarity viewpoint. 
In fact, we may say that solidarity, even when not defined by this term, was known under all its main forms: 
biological, sociological, moral, religious, legal, and economic. Often, approaches were isolated without revealing the 
required links between the many-sided aspects. An approach – we could say, systemic to some extent – took shape 
in the mid 19th century. Followers of Charles Fourier and Bastiat, as well as of Pierre Leroux and especially of the 
great philosopher Auguste Comte were among the first to consider things in this way. For example, Auguste Comte 
wrote about “this capital and fully modern concept”. The general presentation of the new philosophy reveals the 
relationship between the individual and the other people under a lot of different forms, so it unwillingly makes us 
familiar with the feeling of social solidarity to be found in all times and places”. The curtain behind which there 
were many aspects of this kind (without being clearly defined) was raised, and the modern interpretation of 
economic and social solidarity could start and fully take place, along with specific claims and in the strongest 
limelight of life. 
2. In fact, by the end of the 19th century, the theoretical foundations of a certain social-economic and biological 
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doctrine of solidarity were laid by Schaeffle, a German author, and other French ones like Worms and Lilienfeld, 
and then Frederich Passy, Claudio Jannet, F. Marion and, especially, Leon Bourgeois. Of course, Leon Bourgeois, a 
jurist, economist and politician of great importance. He was born in Paris, in 1851, and died in 1925. He founded in 
a clearly defined way the theory of economic solidarity, of solidarism – a real school of economic solidarity. He 
published – first as articles, in 1896, and then as a volume, in 1897 – a famous work: La solidarité. He revealed new 
profound meanings: “Solidarity exists in fact, but its results are not consistent with justice. To achieve justice, man 
should use them to change the effects to the benefit of justice. Solidarity in fact, and duty-solidarity should never be 
mistaken. They oppose each other. But we need to consider the former to be able to see the moral necessity of the 
latter (apud Ch. Gide and Ch. Rist, op. cit., p. 820). Of course, considering solidarity, Leon Bourgeois would 
become one of the great promoters of the Nations Society. And in 1920, he was awarded the Nobel Prize for Peace 
(The Noble Prize for Economics was established later). 
Anyhow, “Solidarity – understanding but it the mutual dependence of all parts of the body – is characteristic of 
life”. That “it is not found in inorganic bodies which are mere aggregates of parts, independent from each 
other”.That “death is just the dissolution of mysterious links between the parts of a previously live creature, turning 
it into a corpse, i.e. elements indifferent to each other”. But economy is fully identified as a body, a live biological 
body… Then, that solidarity proved and proves to be perfect and broader, the more so as the being is ranked higher 
on the biological scale, which fact should be considered for economics as well, for individuals, institutions and 
systems. Also, solidarity is also related to the differentiation of the parts. When they are homogeneous, each “can be 
sufficient for itself, but when they are different, each of them completes the other ones, as it cannot work or even 
live alone. Again it is something representative of the economy, as a complex organism, where, now, a crisis in New 
York, for example, produces effects in the world economy, and a change in the feeding pattern in India and China 
could put a lot of pressure on the world food production, cause changes in prices, strategies, etc. 
And more.Solidarity – economic, in our case – manifested sometimes pregnant over time in the production area 
and often, to a lesser extent, in the distribution and consumption area, excluding charity. Of course, the market laws 
reveal their leading role, but without oversizing then to the detriment of decent social conditions. Of course, 
production provides resources for social progress, but the latter can influence the former positively and essentially. 
Referring to modern times, we see physiocrats promoting, besides their famous “Laissez faire, laissez passer, le 
monde va de luimême”, also institutional interventions. Then followed Adam Smith with his “Il mondova da se”, 
but also “demanding” that state institutions regulate and manage activities related to education, police, justice, 
national security. Not the least, the marginalists of Carl Menger and their theory of marginal utility, i.e., the value of 
goods consists just in their utility for others. Then, J. M. Keynes, with his model of economic growth and 
development, considered employment as an element of optimisation. Each for himself/herself and also for the other 
ones.Last but not least, MihailManoilescu, a Romanian expert with a new theory of foreign trade, promoting a sui 
generis national and social protectionism. Then, the increasing power of trade unions at national, European and 
global level, the generated minimum wage, the social protection systems, etc. The concepts of sustainable and 
durable development, externalities, bioeconomics, acting to social benefit, etc. While in the economy looking for the 
individual good is the rule, and the social impulse is sometimes hindered – which was not and is not good – as 
regards the public area pollution we should concern about relaxing the pressure on environment or the overheating 
of Earth. Causing problems to the other people we finally cause problems to ourselves and vice versa. In fact, among 
activity partners we should integrate the environment with equal and imprescriptible rights. These are a few 
examples of economic solidarity mentioned, unfortunately and sometimes mechanically, by doctrine preachers and 
supporters in the labour division area. 
3. As a matter of fact, each of these examples, cases, situations, and processes could be discussed both in 
principle and in detail. And the range of expression and variation of solidarity – economic solidarity – is huge, 
requiring distinct space and time analyses. Again, we should recall the distinction between “charity” and 
“solidarity”. “Our intention is not to perform acts of charity, but solidarity. Charity degrades, solidarity elevates” 
said the solidarists in the early 20th century. In this respect, we suggest the example of the USA creation after 
gaining independence from the British rulers. April 19th, 1775 – the Lexington battle – is considered the starting 
point of the Independence War. André Kaspi, Professor emeritus and prestigious historian on the US, asked: “What 
turned the British colonists of North America into leading promoters of the conflict, ready to give up the Empire’s 
benefits? Of course, they left Britain to make money on the other shore of the Atlantic or/and to avoid 
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discrimination of religious dissidents. But from Georgia to Massachusetts, through Virginia and New York (only at 
the beginning of the 19th century the French colonial empire in America was broken up) the colonists were not part 
of a single society”. In fact, the southern planters who made a living by cultivating tobacco, indigo plants and more 
and more cotton “proved to be fond of fine wines and gallant celebrations”. The Anglicans, who were under the 
moral and religious authority of the King of England “were not very eager to save their souls”. The northern 
merchants, who traded goods in Europe and the Antilles considered themselves to be – and actually they were – 
“heirs of the austere Puritans, very faithful, observing a very severe labour ethics”. In the west, between the ocean 
and the Indians, “the wood cutters faced ‘the Indian danger’ and detested the refined gentlemen and capitalists of the 
other parts of the country”. But all these colonists of British origin were still attached to England. Even the people of 
German, Dutch, Swedish and French origin, thought that the British Empire protected them. “In the mid 18th 
century, the Americans considered they were the English from America”, says André Kaspi. On such a scale, it was 
the feeling of solidarity that prevailed. 
But inconvenient economic measures, detrimental to the Americans, which hindered any opportunity to produce 
and raise the taxes and duties to be paid to the mother country, weakened and even shattered this solidarity with 
England. On one hand, the Crown and Parliament denied the colonists’ right to purchase new land to the detriment 
of the Indians, former owners. At the sale time they doubled the taxes on using beet, textiles, coffee, indigo – non-
British products – which filled their pockets with money. Also, a three-penny stamp tax on every sheet of paper used 
for writing a declaration, an application, a claim, in fact any kind of request. Again money was taken from colonists, 
most of them having administrative problems with British authorities. 
Finally, the imprescriptible right of Parliament in London, where the American colonists were not represented to 
vote any law, decision, regulation implying new fiscal resources, taxes and duties, etc. in accordance with the 
famous Stamp Act, although it had been abolished in 1776. A revolt erupted and turned into several violent local 
confrontations. Finally it became a general war. The rather emotional solidarity of “the English from America” – 
colonists who wanted to belong to the mother country – vanished and turned into hate towards the English who 
pauperized the natives. The colonists were ready to sacrifice themselves for independence from England and 
establish a new solidarity; this time, solidarity of the fighting colonists for their present and future. Then it turned 
into patriotism for America.  
In this respect, we mention the Declaration of Independence, decided by the second Continental Congress of the 
Americans; for this purpose a Committee including John Adams, Roger Sherman, Benjamin Franklin, Robert 
Livingstone and Thomas Jefferson was set up. The Declaration Draft points out 27 grave accusations brought 
against King George III who violated the principles of ruling the Colony. So, “The history of the present King of 
Great Britain is the history of several unjust actions and usurpations directly aimed at imposing an absolute tyranny 
on the Colony”. It is worth mentioning in relation to the economic solidarity among colonists that Thomas Jefferson 
(who drafted the Declaration) stipulated the natural rights of the people and the role of the authority and of the 
Government in observing them: “The following truth is obvious: all people are created on an equal basis: they are 
provided by the Creator with certain inalienable rights; among these rights we find life, freedom and the right to be 
happy. Governments are formed among and for people to guarantee these rights and their just power originates in 
the rulers’ consent. The people is entitled to change any government form which is against this goal, to abolish and 
establish a new government form, based on the above-mentioned principles and organized in the best form able to 
ensure safety and happiness”. In fact, according to professor Kaspi: “It was mainly a revolution in the British way. 
The Americans actually remained English. They protected the English freedoms just as they understood them to be. 
For them, England did no longer observed its own principles”. Once gaining independence it is possible to maintain 
them on the other coast of the Atlantic: “The fighters saved the soul of England, by separating themselves from the 
mother country”.  
These are arguments to demonstrate, making an example of the USA, that the great geographic discoveries of 
Europe an then their creation, in the new territories, of institutional bodies, irrespective of their names, able to take 
on the European civilisation and religion, analysing the economy in European terms – such as entrepreneurship, 
business, production, profit, expense, budget, productivity, relationship among individuals, enterpriser and 
institution, exchange, advantages, etc. – were and are a fundamental stage of the globalisation that seems desirable 
today. A globalisation able to benefit all, based on economic and social solidarity … In fact, there are many nuances 
of the term “solidarity”. Below we present some of them. 
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4. According to Gide and Rist, in 1889, “Solidarity“ became the slogan of a “New Economic School”. Such ideas 
were published in Quatreécolesd’économiesociale (1890, Geneva), bringing to light L’école liberal by Frederic 
Passy, L’écolecatholique by Claudio Jannet, L’écolesocialiste by E. Stigler and L’école nouvelle by Charles Gide. 
“If you ask me to define this New School in a single word, I may say it is the School of Solidarity … Solidarity is 
not like freedom, equality or even fraternity, a sonorous word or a pure ideal. It is a fact, one of the facts properly 
proved by science and history, the most remarkable finding of our time. And this fact of ’Solidarity’ acquires more 
and more importance every day”. But it is true that “Solidarity” was considered as their own component by 
different, even opposed, schools, such as Biological Naturalism School, Christian School, Anarchism School or 
State Socialism School. But in this context, in our opinion, it was removed from the general economic framework 
that substantiated it and attached as a distinct side from another perspective than the economic one – the essentially 
economic one – to trends that became schools, thus dealing from various angles with issues other than the economic 
ones: issues concerning human evolution as such. In fact, you can be solidary with something and aim at any target. 
Therefore, it is true that such research cannot literally and strictly be separated from economic solidarity, but even it 
provides new ways to approach the economic solidarity itself. 
Leon Bourgeois is a researcher that distinguishes between the subject matter and the research methods for the 
economic solidarism, taking some ideas from predecessors or contemporary writers, such as AugusteCompte, and 
from less famous ones, such as Charles Secretan, Charles Bois, etc. Economic solidarity “was presented from all 
angles” within several discussions by many authors at L’école de HautesÉtudesSociales in Paris, chaired by Leon 
Bourgeois, further collected in a volume called Essaid’unephilosophie de la Solidarité, Paris, 1902. The cardinal 
points of the doctrine are based on a few important ideas, providing answers and nuances. So, economic solidarity is 
not an extension or a transposition of “natural solidarity” to moral or social order. On the contrary, analysts say that 
“it represents an attempt to elevate and improve it. Natural solidarity is often unjust or at least ’inappropriate’, it 
benefits people who do not deserve that and others who ‘deserved’ losses to the same extent. It is necessary to 
intervene, but legally, so that those who benefit from the solidarity “hazard” should pay back in favour of those who 
lost “without a cause”. Justice, in a broad sense – not only as institution, but also as equitableness – should establish 
a just order “where the blind sister had given too much to some people”, and give “to all people entitled to that”. 
This does not mean nationalisation, requisition, seizure or similar ones. Nor even charity. It means to create 
conditions – the economic, social structure – so that each person, even “initially disinherited” at birth or otherwise, 
should enjoy the rights the people have on earth as such. “We are born with a lot of obligations to the society’, said 
AugusteCompte.  But often, these obligations are regarded in a broad sense as “moral obligations”, of a duty (of the 
noblesse oblige or richesse oblige type), the fulfilment of such a duty being left to be decided by everybody’s 
conscience. But Gide and Rist said that “We should take it seriously and give legal power to this word, ’duty’, 
turning it into ’obligation’, and if it is not voluntarily fulfilled, placing it under legal sanction. Practically, they are 
debts based on an agreement or contract, i.e. by the will of the parties. They are also called “quasi-contracts”.  
Leon Bourgeois said that “all circumstances characteristic of quasi-contracts are to be found in human societies”. 
“Enrichment of someone to the detriment of another person by purchasing goods illegally … it is the greatest 
generator of inequality”. As if Leon Bourgeois lived in our times. Again, he says that if we consider the whole 
society, “it seems not to look as Rousseau intended, resulting from a voluntary original contract, but from a quasi-
contract which – although not implying the conscious acceptance by the parties – should have the same legal effects 
as if it were real”. In other words, the problems should be resolved and “there are rights where we think there is only 
moral and there are debts where we think there is only sacrifice”. 
5. The question is: If a man owes debts to another man, the debts should be paid like any other debt. But who 
should pay? By all who benefit from natural solidarity, by all who acquired wealth and whose wealth could be 
acquired only owing to thousands of anonymous co-workers in the past and present. All of them collected more than 
their share, so there is a surplus stock to their debit. Therefore, they have to pay, and if they do it voluntarily, they 
should not think (as they have been told so far) that this is charity! No, they only pay what they owe… They cannot 
consider they are free of obligations and enjoy free disposal of their goods unless they pay back accordingly. Then, 
and only then, the owner could say: my good does not owe anything, it is all mine. So, individual property – 
according to this doctrine – will be free and respected, but only after paying the social debts. Up to that amount, it is 
mortgaged”, say Gide and Rist when referring to this essential question of economic solidarity. Again, Gide and Rist 
write: “Whom shall we pay to? To all people who, instead of benefiting from natural solidarity, have lost, to all who 
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are rightly called ’disinherited’. Just these ones, deprived of their share in the amount created by social cooperation, 
are obvious creditors. It is true that these creditors cannot be determined by name, but they are represented by the 
state or by thousands of institutions called, earlier, assistance institutions and, now, mutual or solidarity institutions”. 
“The doctrine of solidarity means respecting property and individual freedom”, says Leon Bourgeois. 
Of course, there are many questions to be answered. For example, where should we place, within this framework, 
the right of the entrepreneur, of the capitalist, of that who voluntarily provides money to start a business? Should or 
shouldn’t this right be affected (as well as the related profit) by paying a solidarity debt as such? Those who say 
“yes” are not credible. Also, those who say “no” are questionable since they do not take into account the high value 
of the collective labour force, which, according to many, is not reflected as a component in the individual wage. It is 
the “grenadiers” thesis of P. S. Proudhon, and not only his. Then, in our times, when the wage – in most countries – 
in negotiated and, therefore, accepted as such by the employee and the employer, either public or private, can we 
“ignore” the idea of additional payment by the employer? It seems we cannot … Obviously, this theory of economic 
solidarity does not only hinder but even tries to prevent – and not only nationally – a division between a few rich 
and very many poor. A separation inconsistent with the labour division as such and the reward for it.A division that 
could cause not only social unrest, but also major social changes, implying major social losses, less beneficial 
especially to the rich at some time.  Negotiating or giving up in both ways could be more effective. As regards the 
evolution of the Romanian economic thought, the economic and social solidarity was remarkably discussed by I. N. 
Angelescu, Rector of the Academy of High Commercial and Economic Studies of Bucharest, in the 1920s. He 
requested solidarity of the peoples and of the classes, as well. At the “Sf. Sava” High School, in Bucharest, his 
grandchild was my schoolmate and I saw, at his place, some of the books left to the heirs. ŞtefanZeletin, the author 
of Burgheziaromână (The Romanian Bourgeoisie) was a solidarist. MihailManoilescu, mentioned above, and other 
economists were solidarists. 
Of course, questioning and commenting could go on, the more so in a very diversified dynamic reality with 
doubtful prospects. Anyhow, it look that the directions in a world where striking inequalities are contested seem 
reasonable enough to seriously consider also “economic solidarity”, a concept wisely structured by A. Compte and, 
especially, Leon Bourgeois. But also by F. W. Raiffeisen with his “power of cooperative solidarity” in the world.A 
world that does not thoroughly accept the necessary rule – often too severe and tough, sometimes exclusive and 
merciless – of the market as such. 
6. From a similar angle we may look at the (supposed, recalled) opposition between economic liberalism and 
economic solidarity. Of course, theoretical debates of this kind took place not only in our country, but in the world 
as well, and they do and will do. But I think that sometimes that the lines separating one group from the other are 
quite fragile. On a fundamental issue, for example, while Karl Marx said that the value of a product is achieved only 
by its value of use, i.e. utility, the neoclassical professor in Vienna, Carl Menger said, a few years later, that the 
value of a product is solely provided by utility. This looks like what the German said. The French professor of 
political economy (we call it “economy” today, replacing  “political economy”, without strong support, only to 
possibly “shorten the phrase”), Charles Gide proves it consistently. He says that liberalism reflects a fierce 
competition and it needs some solidarity, care for the fellow men not only in distribution, but also in production and 
activities. And he suggests voluntary and optional, social economy, opposed to “cooperative socialism”, a 
collectivist and coercive form. 
But who was Charles Gide? How did he support his opinions like those mentioned above? How do such 
elaborations carry on (or not) in our days? Below, we try to answer these questions. Charles Gide was born in Uzés 
(Gard Department), in 1847; his father was a judge and his mother born in a rich bourgeois family. But he tries to 
understand his world for as objective position as possible, without prejudice. At the age of 27, he wins the contest 
for a position at the Law Faculty. He becomes political economy professor at the Law Faculty in Bordeaux, then in 
Montpellier; in 1898 he is full professor at the Comparative Social Economy Department, founded by Count 
Chambrun, within the Law Faculty, in Paris. In 1900 he becomes social economy professor at the National School 
of Bridges and Roads (Railway Polytechnic Faculty), and holds conferences on political economy at the High War 
School, etc. His remarkable work Principesd’économiepolitique (1903) is published in 16 editions in France, 
between 1884 and 1931, and translated into 19 languages, among which Persian and English, in 1968, and reprinted 
in the USA, in 1970. Between 1921 and 1922, a Braill edition is published. He furtherpublishesLa 
cooperation(1922), Les sociètescooperatives de consomation(1918), La Russie Sovietique (1924), etc. And with his 
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colleague Charles Rist (former counsellor to the Liberal Government of Romania, before World War II), he writes 
Histoire des doctrines économiquesdepuisles Physiocratesjusq’aunosjours(a monumental volume published at the 
beginning of the 20th century, followed by tens of editions, each of them completed; many translated into 
Romanian), etc. He died in 1932. Charles Gide’s works were translated into Romanian by George Alexianu, 
professor and lawyer, and remarkable scientist and man of culture. 
Comprehensive and consistent activity. France and Europe in his time faced major problems. So, we have the 
French-Prussian War: France defeated, Paris occupied and Napoleon III abdicated, the man playing an essential role 
in founding the French modern industry and economy. The Commune of Paris and the heroes’ cemetery Père 
Lachaise.Then, the government of Jules Ferry, who improved the education system and expanded the French 
colonial empire almost to the size of the British Empire. Then La belle époque, but shattered by “termites” such as 
social unrest, attempts on life, extreme political violence. World War I, with economic consequences in that time 
and afterwards.Les annéesfolles, a real post-war Epicurean craziness, but impacting the economy, as well. The 
League of Nations, quite agitated. Finally, the start of the great world cataclysm, the 1929-1933 crisis. In the 
economic practice and thinking, ideas were often “mobile”, some were given up, then resumed, rejected and then 
appreciated, even if not by the same doctrine followers. But “nothing new under the sun”.Polarized wealth and a lot 
of poverty. Economic schools, accordingly. Among the confronting schools – not only in France – we find a liberal 
school and a social economy school. For our paper, we used some of the books mentioned above. But what did 
George Alexianu write about Charles Gide? “This work of vast erudition and research, the most consistent and 
impartial one written so far seemed in the very beginning a consolidated monument, and time added more admirers 
…” The same happened to me, when I became familiar  with Charles Gide’s books found on my father’s 
bookshelves (my father was lawyer, jurist and economist) and from the appreciations addressed to the French 
professor by great Romanian professors of political economy such  as Gh. Taşcă, NicolaeBasilescu and, later, N. N. 
Constantinescu, TudorelPostolache, IvanciuNicolaeVăleanu, IonelBlaga and others. So, how did Charles Gide look 
at the relation between liberalism and solidarity, liberalism and social, what opportuneness and acuteness can we 
find in his considerations? 
7. According to Charles Gide, the Liberal School, called also classical, has a broader meaning, a wider 
integration area. Gide includes here – besides Adam Smith and Jean Baptiste Say, besides Bastiat, David Ricardo 
and Thomas Robert Malthus – the physiocrats and Stuart Mill. He considers that this school pertains to “an 
individualistic thinking”, according to which the individual is the engine and the purpose of economic development. 
This school is also quite intransigent as regards those who do not share, partly or fully (or they doubt), their values, 
principles, opinions. In my opinion, the fact that for Gide the physiocrats – who produced the famous slogan 
“Laissez faire, laissez passer, la monde va de luimême“ – are fully assimilated to the liberals, although they 
promoted the idea of despot – it’s true he is enlightened – is an extenuating circumstance as regards the exclusivism 
and lack of prudence in the assertion of the Liberal School (pretending “to represent science itself” as Gide said). 
The liberalism analysed by Gide shows necessary understanding of economic realities, practically less attached to 
some inappropriate intransigence, some immovability that should be avoided in economic research. 
Economic research should be based to a great extent on prudent (always) and flexible (sometimes) 
considerations, appreciating and not despising what other people have done and do. We recall here the words of 
Charcot, a psychoanalysis professor, almost contemporary to Gide, who said that in medicine “Iln’y a pas des 
maladies, iln’y a que des malades”. But as human body is practically similar or assimilable to the economic 
organism, Charcot’s principle is, in my opinion, fully valid for economy, thus supporting Gide. Adam Smith, father 
of the economic liberalism, left aside the liberalist speech when it came to England’s interests and turned into a 
fierce protectionist, saying that English merchants should use only English ships for transportation outside the 
country, even if the tariffs were higher than the Dutch ones (the Nederlands being known as the “sea carrier”). Smith 
argues that in this way major accumulations in favour of England could be made so that England should build the 
strongest fleet in the world. Where is Smith’s liberalism in that case? And there are more examples… 
According to Professor Gide (a correct opinion, I think), the liberal school was relevant by a few elements. It is 
about the belief in the existence of a “natural” order, i.e., human societies are governed by “natural laws”. And these 
laws “we cannot change when we want”, because it is not us who formulated them, and, besides, we are not 
interested to change them even if we could do because they are good or, at least, the best possible ones. In the liberal 
vision, the economist’s task – says Gide – “is confined to discovering the game of these natural laws and the 
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individuals’ and governments’ duty is to try to make their attitude consistent with these laws”. This perspective is 
rejected, at least partially, even inside the English Liberal School, by the pessimistic groups, by Ricardo and 
Malthus, as well as Stuart Mill. They do not trust in the exclusive capacity of the natural laws to ensure progress, 
and support this opinion with the laws of population, rent, wage inappropriately limited to the subsistence means, 
non-proportional income, etc. Further they say that in case human body faces high fever and nobody intervenes from 
outside, few recover and many die. But the purpose is to benefit as many people as possible, which requires 
intervention in an unstable economy. By whom?By the public, the state and institutions. 
Also, Gide says that the liberal school is “individualistic”. In other words – correctly, we would say – “it 
considers the individual’s effort as the first and even the single engine of social evolution”. “Natural laws” are 
tacitly accepted, so they do not hinder man’s freedom; on the contrary, they are “the expression of the spontaneous 
relationships among people, living in a society, everywhere these people are allowed to act at will”. Individual 
interests we talk about – possibly antagonistic, often at first sight – are actually, if we read correctly, convergent, 
and by confrontation and competition some harmony is established, which represents the very “natural order”, much 
better than any artificial combination conceivable”. 
Of course, in some circumstances, “the effort made by an individual or by individuals to improve status”, in 
Adam Smith’s words, are not expressed – not yet – in an environment free of any external influence, of any 
influence based on interests far from the “natural order”. They are not expressed, they do not compete fairly in an 
environment free of constraints inconsistent with “natural order”. Among them: dishonesty, ignorance, corruption, 
specific or group interests, illicit or even favoured by wrong laws, hard to be “displaced”, etc. Often, as Gide points 
out, the market environment is distorted even by those asserting – unfortunately only theoretically – that only the 
market laws should govern the companies’ supply, production, allotment, distribution and consumption. Practically, 
there is too much non-economic intervention. If the market laws governed as such, the above-mentioned would be 
marginalized by competition. That is why, in a large area of the world, subjective, non-economic interests, through 
more or less suitable technologies, pose as market interests, but much corruption, delinquency, and, in few cases, 
ignorance, etc. Still, the passivity of those entitled to act seems not be disturbed… It is obvious that this does not 
annihilate the positive energies of the people’s endeavours to improve their status, the steady action of enterprises, 
in a broad sense, in accordance with “natural laws”, even when it has to be associated to that action supposed to 
change or replace inappropriate rules.  
From this perspective, Bastiat, cited by Gide, says that “Political economy is not at all the art of organizing the 
societies”, just as “astronomy is not the art to make planets revolve”. Societies are organized anyway, properly or 
improperly at some time, and, of course, correction is needed. Planets revolve, but even within this framework, 
several elements change over time. People perceive them, take measures, make changes and look for an evolution in 
the proper direction. So, we’d say, just because of an incomplete and elliptical study we found out very late the need 
for sustainable development, changing (very late) the range of action by adequate policies and resizing development. 
Therefore, there was intervention also from the viewpoint of biological criteria, as economy responded, in the 
beginning, very late to phenomena. Even now it does not fully follow the right direction, and more intervention is 
required. Again, Gide reveals that a realistic liberalism “softens”, more or less, the intransigence (itself showing 
exceptions) of Adam Smith or J. B. Say. 
8. As regards the irrefutable belief that “nature is the best doctor” it should not be considered – as Gide says – “a 
superstition of an old lady”. In any live body there are energies that struggle against evil and death. We struggle 
spontaneously, we say, but by integration and co-working, at all levels and in all details of the body as such, of its 
coordinated and correlated functions. Otherwise, in the absence of such organic relationships, any living creature 
would almost have vanished. And there is something else to say. “When Nature is left in charge of curing the 
diseased, during an epidemic or during dressing wounds after a battle, few remain alive”. The same happens in 
social life, as Gide says: “As economic science is less advanced than the medical science, the rulers should refrain 
when they are not familiar with something”. A lot of meanings can be derived from such a conclusion! And valid 
today as well! 
As we said, according to Gide, “Solidarist School” apposes to liberal school in a way, and completes it 
accordingly. The master says it is perfectly rooted in our actuality, which “became school a few years ago, but its 
influence increases fast: all those adopting the word “solidarity” as slogan. Of course, we wrote that before, 
solidarity, i.e. mutual dependence of the people, clearly revealed by labour division as well as by some segmentation 
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of life – solidarity mentioned at that time by Leroux, Bastiat, AugusteCompte, etc. – is practically close to what we 
call “a natural law”. It works as such, but we have to say, it is not good always, as, unfortunately, there is an evil 
solidarity, for example, contagion of diseases. And not only this contagion, viewed from a very narrow angle, would 
be contrary to justice, to a moral that requires that everybody should be responsible for his/her own deed.  
The Solidarist School, the school of solidarity, as a “school” supports solidarity mainly within its positive status 
of natural law, as a rule of management, a moral duty, a legal obligation. Professor Leon Bourgeois, often cited by 
Gide, considers, builds and develops the basis of juridical and economic objectivity of this school, its motivations 
and objectives as such. But how does Gide interpret the place and the role of the school in the evolution of the 
economic thought and its doctrinaires? What motivations does the researcher find in it? 
So, solidarity, a natural law, reveals that “each of our deeds impact, for good or for worse, any of our fellow 
people, and otherwise  our responsibility and risk grow enormously”. When there are poor and unfortunate people 
we have to help them: a) We are partly authors of their poverty, “by the way we managed the business, the capital, 
the purchase, distributions or by our example, and as we are responsive, it is our duty to help them; b) Because “we 
know that ourselves or our children will be exposed and become victims of the others’ poverty: their illness could 
poison us, debauchery could demoralize us and, therefore, our interest is to help them”. Are they emotional 
arguments without any correspondence with reality? Of course, not. Gide thinks it is fair that the society of the 
people should by turned into a large society of mutual aid, “in which natural solidarity, corrected by everyone’s 
benevolence or in the absence of benevolence by legal constraint, becomes justice and everyone takes his/her part 
from somebody else’s duty and receives a share from somebody else’s profit. To those fearing that they diminish (in 
this way) individuality, a self-helpful energy, we should respond that individuality does not develop less when you 
help the others and not yourself”. Gide cites a protestant theologian and critic who says: “To give the others, you 
have to belong to yourself”. 
Could we mistake solidarity or solidarism for socialism, if we consider one of his phrases concerning the society 
essentially based on collective property, on collectivism? The French author says “no”, since solidarism “maintains 
the foundations of the present social order, property, inheritance, freedom to freely decide and inequalities resulting 
from that, but diminishes these inequalities by connecting the weak ones with the mighty ones by thousands of links 
of voluntary associations”. Still, he admits the state’s intervention when the law – as labour regulations, unhealthy 
housing regulations or fake products regulations – could prevent the deterioration of masses or even when, through 
some forms of insurance or prevention, the law tends to disseminate the spirit of solidarity among the nation’s 
classes. In fact, we try to provide a positive definition of the state and we can show that the state itself is only the 
oldest and greatest form of solidarity. This seems to be a definition completely different from Lenin’s definition, i.e., 
“a tool in the hands of a class to rule over another class”. This was the only side of the state that Lenin considered. 
But only Lenin, or also the dictatorial and pseudo-democratic regimes, dominated by group interests, which are the 
only ones to be finalized? Of course, according to Gide, solidarity could be “desired” or “needed”, i.e., exercised, 
imposed by law, in fact “imperative for preparing the ground on which free cooperation will develop”. 
9. So, from this perspective, it is a solidarism relatively close to some socialism, with a strong involvement of the 
state in activities. That is why, in France, in Charles Gide’s time, several laws were worked out, passed and 
enforced, such as the laws on workers’ protection, insurance, assistance, education and later the famous law for 
compensating the inhabitants of the former occupied regions for the losses caused by war, of course, World War I. 
Who couldn’t and can’t agree with such regulations? Those who wrongly think that their wealth is the exclusive 
product of their own activity without enjoying a favourable context of regulations and incentives. It is a question to 
debate on, but, in any circumstances, the imperative issue of solidarity and solidarism as such cannot be ignored.  
It was Charles Gide who revealed not an antithesis, but, to a greater extent, a complementarity. The supporters of the 
School of Solidarism are not necessarily crazy, as some tend to say; they do not reject individualism, but they consider 
it along with debts, in a world where nobody lives alone, like Robinson Crusoe. But even Robinson owed much to the 
environment, chance and God. We have to understand Charles Gide, and appreciate the great professor of political 
economy, of social economy, for handing down such beliefs not only to his students but also to his followers. 
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